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An inter^Organizational Relationship (ICR) may be 
used by colleges of education to establish formal^ arrangements for 
collaboration with local school systems. This arrangement is designed 
to allow the member organizations to. sponsor joint programs and 
activities and share decision making to accomplish functions and 
goals determined jointly by the members* In planning for an I OR, 
several methods may be used in assessing external and internal 
resources and in exploring the cooperative environment of the member 
organisations* Following the planning stage of the IOR* the second 
phase of the model deals with analyzing the characteristics of the 
I OR structure and the relationships of member organizations, the 
types of coordinating mechanisms available to each, and the amount 
and kind of resources which may, be provided by or for each* f 
Interact ion processes between the 10R members are also analysed i$i 
this phase* In the final phase of the model, consideration is given 
to the outcomes of planning for the IOR, and to the operation of I OR 
functions and activities. (JD) 
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CREATING CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESSFUL COLLABORATION 

Barbara A, Intriligator 
. University of Mary! and - College Park , ■ J 

-The Educational Policy Context 

The responsibility for the improvement of conditions of professional 
practice in the public schools has now shifted almost completely to the 
university and to the local schools themselves. At the same time, schools, 
colleges and departments of education are becoming increasingly more in- 
vol ved with providing a variety of services directly to the public schools'. 
The development of formalized inter-organizational relationships with the 
local schools may be a particularly viable strategy for universities to .use 
in trying to administer these service activities. 

Indeed., University administrators are now expressing a great deal of 
interest in the use of Inter-organizational arrangements with the public 
schools as a means of Improving the conditions of professional practice In 
their own institutions. Faculty interaction with practicing public school 

teachers, counselors and administrators .creates a forum within which faculty 

^ .* 

can do some reality testing of the theories that they advocate. Moreover, 
. - ' ' * ■ v . - ■ 

because of declining enrollments, of increased budgetary control by local 

governments, and of demands from community interest groups, the conditions 

of professional practice have changed, often dramatically, In local school 

systems. Faculty --even those who have had a §r*eat deal of school system 

experience prior to joining the University system-- need opportunities to 

renew their understandings of patterns of local sqhool practice. The 
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presence of a stable and institutional ized inter-organizational arrangement 

s . , . • _ i ^ ^ _ _ _ _ ... 

with local school" systems in a col 1 ege of education pr ovules an ongoing v 

mechanism through which the college administrator can provide faculty with 
such opportunities* This conf erehce has as one of its themes the improvement 
of conditions of professional practice in school s s colleges and departments 
of education . Consistent and ongoing 1 institutional interaction with school 
systems could also serve as a vehicle for organizational sn narsonal Re- 
newal that would improve the quality of servi ces that the University delivers. 

Today,! will present a procedural model for planning an inter-organiza- 
tional rel ationshi p that may be used by school s_» colleges and department^ 
of education to esablish formal arrangements with local school systems, In 
this kind of inter-organizational arrangements (which I will now refer to as 
I OR) member organizations have a perceived commonality of purposes or in- 
terests that a] lows them to collaborate, and thus to sponsor joint programs 
and activities* Because Inember organizations define themselves as Inter- 
dependent, they agree to participate in a shared decision-making process* in 
order to accomplish the functions and goals of the I OR . Indeed , it is this 
collaborative fociTs which differentiates this I OR model from other , more 
traditional university interactions with local school systems. Copies of 
an outline of the procedural model were available at the door as you entered 
the room today, 

I developed this model from the research I have eor^ucted over 
the past four years* designed to Identify the conditions that art necessary 
for successful inter-organizational collaboration , My most recent study was 
of a field-based doctoral (EdD) program in educational administration that- 
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was initiated In the Fall, of If . .7ii^.. ^ar mt of Education Policy, 
PI a ^"i1i?^rAWi n rs t'rat 1 on (E Si "^ s ^ \1v sity of Maryland, From its= 

earliest planning stages, the . „jr^^w.- r^- ived of as a collaborative' ■. 

«• ' " , 

effort between the department - 1 It c- school systems in the Baltimore 

metropolitan area/ tfnivers^ 1 ti ii : ^grams are typically developed 
autonomously, with, school/ pt% . v. en playing^,f anything, advi sory.rol es . 
We wanted to depart from %Ms < it ml model; tfit Maryland program was 
to have a collaborative focus. Our ( experience has indicated that true 
collaboration, or shared decision-making, is .the most difficult and thl most 
powerfully predictive element in the design of effective inter-organi zational 
relationships . \ ■ '■, • ' 

Deciding to Plan an Inter-Organizational Relationship . 
General Avail abilty of. Resources . \ '.■ " 

To design an IQR, a University administrator needs* to be aware of 

4 three contextual variables: Firft, potential external resources that could 
C be used for operational izing the I OR". If the focus of the Maryland program 
had been limited to training, then there would have been little hope for 
outside support. On, the other hand, the initial goals of the I0R tncluded 
the- del i very of. service to unserved and underserved areas of ' the* state; there- 
fore, there was some initial hope of obtaing external support from ^various 
state agencies, j 

In, addition, an assessment should be made of potential resodrces for 

^fie proposed I0R that might be garnered from the 1 argej. University system - 
The proposed inter-organizational arrangement, for example, mtght be, designed 

* ' ■ ' ■ ^ 

to respond to a broader Institutional mission, In the Maryland. program, 

& ' * ■ ta 
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university policy-makers were interested from the start: they wanted the 
department to bring administrative training for schooV personnel Into the 
proposed geographic area because -other institutions of higher education were 
planning to develop competing programs* At the present time, we art the 
only institution in the state certified to award a doctorate^ in educational 
administration . Consequentl y , it was not unl i-kely, that additional univer- 
sity, resources (in the form of faculty lines and/or instructional resources) 
might , become avail abl e should student enrollments materialize, because the 
■I OR would then fill a boundary protection function for the university system 

■ there i|*a1so a need to review the f ©sources within the College of 
Education \t hat might be used in support of the proposed I0R. Thes,e include 
staff with specialized skills, expansion and/or Interfacing with other pro-, 
jjrams in the college, and budgetary real locations to the proposed I0R. In 
sum, it should be noted that this Initial review of external and internal 
resourceJ^Vil 1- also be usefuT in determining the nature and amount of member 
contributions to the Inter-organizational arrangement, 
The Cooperative Environment a ~ • • 

A second contextual variable is the cooperative environment within 
wh,ich-the proposed IQR will be planned. One must determine if there 
are incentives ^hd supports other than resources available to the proposed 
I OR that ahe external to the Institution, for instance requirements for 
cooperative planning by a state board for higher education. Also, state 
.departments of education often provide incentives for local school systems 
.to .voluntarily consol fdate. or coordinate the delivery of specialized ser- 
vices in a particular geographic area. University - school system IORs 
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might be intentionally designed to take advantage of incentives li ike 
" these.- In a similar fashion, bnp should* identify personal and organiza- - 
'tipnal incentives that could >\?e Created within the col \ egej^f" education, 
or the department, that would encdtrragt university personnel, to parti ei- 
pate in the activities of the" I0R. Similarly, one woul-d want -to know! tfie 

importance that .participating school systems place on such- collaborative 

; ' % i/ ' ' ,. < •; ,;■ . 

arrangementi wiil> Universities , . " '. . - - 1 • 

Agreement on a au'perordinate Boa! . .\ , • 

Finally, planners of lORs must identify a common purpose that' each- 8 -" 
of the parties can agree to jointly accomplish through the inter-organiza- . '■ 
tionaV arrangement. In the Maryland/program, the superordtnata goal of * - 
the planning group was to develop doctoral -1 evel training ^programs in school 
administration that would have a "f ie-1 d-based orientation 11 --that 1s 5 programs, 
that would tie more' responsive to the realities of current administrative 
practice in the participating school systems, at the same time that* they 
were better informed by the resea rchrknowl edge base of the University, In- 
terestingly, both schdol system representatives and membetp of the University 
planning group reported an initial commitment T to both sides of that theory/ 
practice equation. 

In-order to agree upon a common goal, planners must be familiar with the 

separate goals and missions of each of the participating organizations As 

: / 
a general guideline, the primary purpose for, each member to jofn the I OR 

will need to be directly related to its internal organizational operations, 

in order to secure commitment to. the proposed inter-organizational relationship. 
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Otherwise^ thr IOR activities will be viewed by representatives of each 
organization as peripheral, rather than central 'to her/his internal organi- 
zational responsibil ities . , « * 
t I n siim , the gathering of information about potential resource availa- 
bility, about the general cooperative environment and about the potential 
for member agreement on a superordi nate goal for, the I OR constitutes a pre- 
1 imi nary needs assessment, Intended to help the University administrator 
decide whether or not to design an IOR with local school systems. It should 
be noted that the same assessment process needs to be conducted independently 
by each of the school systems considering membership in the proposed IOR, 
Designing The Inter-Organizational Relationship 
Designing in IOR calls for attention to be paid to two major aspects 
of organization design: (1) the development of an appropriate Inter- 
organizational structure* through 5 which linkages can be developed among 
member organizations, and (2) the delineation of processes of inter-organi- 
zational interaction that will facilitate shared decision-making, or colla-J 
boration . I will selectively review some <jf the most salient features of • 
IOR design In this presentation, and will be glad to expand oft any other 
area during our discussion period, ; 
Types of Coordinating Mechanisms In the IOR ■ * \ 

Selection of an appropriate coordinating -mechanism is central to the 
success of a formal inter-organizational relationship. There are a number 
of possible coordinating mechanisms for an IOR, Member organizations may 
chose to formalize the jdint effort by the development of a contract that 
clarifies each member/s role, responsibilities and organizational domain 
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( Jell ison, 1981; Louis, 1977 ; Peart, 1977 ; Upchurch and Fischer, 1,980), 
Second^ jnember organizations may chose to create a new organizational entity 9 
that woul^J be responsibl e* for the administration of the I OR activities 
and programs (Chin , 1974; Martorana and Kuhns , 1981; Neghandi s 1971), 

Another alternative is for member organizations to plan I0R activities 

i, ' * 

cooperatively , but with the agreement that" the proposed activity belongs 
to one member organization (Meyer/ 1978; Mintzberg, 1979; Robey . 1982; Whetten 
1981), As a fin.al example s member organizations may decide to conduct all 
I0R functions and activities cool aborati vely 5 with all parties" assuming mutual 
and equitable responsibility for I OR planning and I0R operations (Baker, 1981; 
Clark, 1981; Crandal 1 , 1 977 ; Dal in, 1977), This latter coordinating mechanism 
Is, of course, the most difficult and the most promising. 

The selection of a particular coordinating mechanism is influenced most 
importantly by the strength of the University's belief in the professional 
value of school system input Into the educational decisions-making processes. 
Similarly, school systems must indicate respect for University involvenent 
in their local educational decision-making processes. 
Re Interpretation of Ava144ble Resources 

Educational institutions today "be tftey Universities or local school 

j „ 

systems-- are faced with declining enrollments and with a consequent decrease 
in organizational resources. Thus,, It is unlikely that any of the member 
organizations in the University-school system I OR will be able to make a 
substantial financial contribution to the cooperative arrangement . There- 
fore, University administrators need to plan an I0R differently than they 
would plan internals autonomous operations. 
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. First, use of facilities and contributions of staff time need to be 
recognized as legitimate resource contributions to the -IOR, Second, 
functions of the I OR might "be identified in terms of eliminating duplication 
of specialized services, in .each of the member school systems . For exampl e T 

s - 

the I0R might facilitate the collaborative training of principals in how 
to accomodate handicapped children in school .buildings. If school organ i - 
zations pool their resources and deliver services cooperatively, they may 
save money in the long run, *- 

It has been posited that organizations do not become "truely" committed 
to an inter-organizational relationship unless and urijtil each makes a finan- 
cial contribution to- the I0EU Howeyer , participants in the Maryland study 
indicated that despite their initial inability to directly allocate funds to this 
kind of external arrangement, they would have greater flexibility to provide 
financial resources during tht course of the I OR program development activities. 
These* al locations could be handled as paYt of different sub-unit administra- 
tive budgets. Also, all members of the Maryland" I OR agreed that significant 
contributions of staff time was an Important indicator of both University and 
school system commitment to the IOR. Thus , the changing resource environments 
of educational institutions seem to have caused a re-evaluation of what con- 

If 

sti tutes a significant resource contribution to an IOR* and broadened the 
definition to, include more than financial contributions as powerful Indica- 
tors of commitment, . > 

WhiVe all of the preceding structural characteristics of an IOR must 
be attended to in the design of a successful IOR, University and school 
system planners are not yet finished with this complex task, Indeed from 

• •• ' lo 
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the onset^of the-^QR planning process, administrators must also attempt 
to delineate the Interaction processes in the I OR in such a' way that each 
member organization has aji equitable opprtuni ty to participate in the ' 
col l.aborltl ve decision-making process;, - * *, \. 

Involvement of Individual 'Representatives, ' , s - ' > 

Ln designing an IOR, University administrators need to be aware of the '' 
complexity of the interactions that occur among the Individual representatives 
of each of the member organizations, lORs art designed by people who carry 
with them to the interaction a set of personal agenda. Moreover, the same 
individuals will- function at some times in' a personal roi e and at other 
times in an organization representational role. 

In fact, thesji Individuals typically use their participation in the IOR 
as a means to accomplish personal* goals in their own home organizations - At 
the same time, when these individuals serve in an organizational role, they. 
function in the IOR interaction as supporters of the IOR, as advocates for 
their own organizations* needs; and as protectors of their own organizations 1 
domain. Thus, they bring to the inter-organizational relationship 'two sets 
of expectations: the first relates to their own Independent organizational 
goals; and the second relates -to their Interest in sustaining the inter- 
organizational arrangement. Importantly, there are instances when these two 
sets of competing role expectations are not corigruent, .and do not allow them 
to jnake -decisions that are in the best interests of the joint effort, 
Characteristics of the IOR Interaction Processes V * ■ 

-r— ' — : ■ V ' 

If the IOR is to serve as a catalyst for the development of multf pie and 
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comply interactions between the College of Education and the J oca! school 

. . v . . . .. .... . f ; i 

systems, then the ways. In which the member organizations will relate to each 

other must be q^reful ly defined during the IOR design stage. For • exampl e, 

I OR interaction processes art greatly influenced by the degree of forma Tity 

of the i nter-organization-al arrangement . Formality is defined as the extent 

to which jea&h- member 5 rirga'rnzat-i on has officially sanctioned its partictpa- 

tion In the I OR. The IOR interaction -processes are influenced by the degree 

of formality of the relationship among member organizations. 

In the Maryland program, the Superintendent, or chief school officer, 

from each of the school systems had off iciaJ ly approved of. his/her system's 

participation in the IOR : they subsequently appointed high level administra- 

tori to serve as their representatives to the IOR Policy Board, In the 

University system, the chairman of the department was activity involved in 

the IOR, with limited involviment of the Dean* and Provost in the initial 

planning decisions. Because the organizational representatives appointed to^ 

the policy bo'ard were from the top administrations of eich organization, they 

had the, potential to coordinate the transactions that would occur between 

their own organizations and other participants in; the arrangement , The v 

degree of coordination of interactions within the" member organizations, then, 

is another indicator of the degree of formality present in the IOR Interaction 

processes. In sum, the formal izatlon of the IOR interactions serves to pro- 

vide legitimacy for the actions of maijber organisational representatives 

both when they act as organizational representatives to the LOR 5 and when 

they serve as IOR representatives in their- own separate systems. 
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Another concern of the design of i OR i nteracti on propfssis is the ^ 
patterns , of : influence pr es en t ' 1 n -thfe- ; r el a 1 1 o n s h 1 pv Each iflimber brganiza*^ , 
ti.on 's jdofrtain rrtust be acknowl edged * and-consensus must be reached on v 
* qrgaini zational * prerogati ves i n defining and b pera 1 1 0fla 1 i zing the I OR goals , 
Agreement about the appropriate, rol e ahd< scope of each member organization 
in the inter-organizational arrangement (pr v doma t in* consensus) is «a necessary 
prerequisite for building cooperative interaction processes in the I OR, 

\-^0n the-~surface, the goals and ,phi 1 030;phi es of-col-leges-tjf ~ educa ti on 
and 1 ocal school systems would appear not only to, be compatible, but also 
similarx Each teaches . However^ each party in this, interaction brings to . 
the training, process, a professional orientation that values differently 
research-based knowledge and experience-based knowledge about the teaching/ 
learning process . I0R interactions * therefore, must necessarily be shaped 
to allow for the presence of both orientations/ The achievement of domain 
consensus in ^an intier-brganizational relationship may be dependent upon 
clear understandings 1 about the degree of compatibility of m©nber organiza- 
tions 1 goats, reference b.ri.entati;bns and phi 1 osophiesv^ Moreover , effective 
col laborati ve arrangements wil 1 develop only when, the; inter-organizational 
transactions are not dependent upon the use of power and status differential 
among member organizations. In sum, prgariizations suQh as coll eges of educa 
tion and local school systems that appear to operate in similar domains 
may need to be particularly careful in negotiations arourid the domains that 
they will share, as well "as the domains that will be reserved to individual 
member organizations. : 
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Itf was in th">s area that the Maryland col labqrative program experienced 
the most difficulty, ^ The issues surfaqfed /in terms of the content^of couWes 
and the , focus : of - the dissertation research, and they were Expressed as: th,e 
pi^e^gBce or a bis e nee of commitments to ^ of thf 

* program, v University faculty struggl ed with problems surrounding perceived 
dlfflrences between the campus EdD "program and Jthe field EdD program* Student 
gbmplalned about some professors 1 unwillingness to relate their theory^based,. 
teaching to the practice of school a dm i ni s trat ion, pa rt i cii-la r 1 y as it 7 i s 
practiced i n the parti ci pa ting school systems . ' Indeed , while representatives 
of each participating organization articuWt-ed an interest in bridging the 
gap between tlieory : and, practice of a dm i n i st r'a t i o n , the actual practice did V 
not meet this expectation, Admittedly, this is a goal which creates problems' 
in all of our professional practice^, and therefore is not the sole respons i - 
bllity of one c oil a bo r a t i v e\ pr p g r am ; nevertheless, these issues: of "who gets 
to say" and whether disputes are negotiated or decided, ' unilateral Ty are = 
bound to surface quickly in the kinds of University-school system X ORs that 
we. are tal king abdyt designing* ? 

In retrospect, L think we would all agree that some honest challenge of, 
current individual organizational practice — at both the university: and school 
system levels—is a desirable outcome of this kind of IOR. I would stress 
that such behavior will not be acceptable to I OR manb^r organizations, unless 
there is prior agreement about it*. In addition, an organizational participant 
in an IOR seeks to form exchange relationships that cost the least in terms 
of autonomy and power. Thus, the designers of I ORs also need to identify 
supenjrdinate goals and interaction processes for the IOR which would obviate 
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♦individual organizational-concerts about" loss of autifnomy^and power ,~ . 

Simply stated, the ways in which i OR members relate to each other and - 
— to ;thi lOR.Jas well as the ways i n. which" the I OR relates to -Its member* organi- 
zations , are crucial to achieving a co-llaborative inter-organizational arranger 
ment . All el emerfts In the procedural model that I have outl ined here today , 
contribute to designing a University-school" system formal relationship that 
;will use collaborative decision-making processes to define and meet IOR goal s . 
Thus, it is Important that, member representatives bring to the joint" effort 
the official sanction and support of their home organizations for the IOR, 
Al so 3, when r IOR ^members interact in order to develop a joint activity, resources 
will be exchanged . Participating organizations will both contribute resources 
to the IOR activity and receive resources, from the IOR activity.- As long" as 
6ach member believes that the exchange between what is received and what is 
given to the IOR is equitable, then collaborative decision-making may be 
achieved. In order for the exchange to be perceive! as equitabley members 
will also have to ngree on their respective spheres of influence in the meeting 
of IOR goals, Themanner in which participating organizations share the. IOR 
authority will also predict, and provide the degree of collaborative interaction 
present in the inter-organizational relationship. I • 

When IOR members 1 organizational prerogatives have teen factored into the 
inter-organizational relationship:, the IOR planner will have achieved a base 
level of agreement^ upon which more intensive interactions, and more complex 
linkages can be developed and planned, to the benefit of the individuals and 
the organizations involved, , * 
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identifying Local Conditions for Successful Collaboration - t .V';.7 

. .fhe central .thesis of this paper is that -the formation of^ viable 

i nter-orgarri zati.onal arrangements with local school systems can provide 

University administrators with a mechanism through which they might foster 

personal. and organizational renewal within their institutions , A procedural 

mod§l for designing formal . i nter-organi zationaTxrel at ionshi ps that have a 
;•• * - ' 7 • " • ' ' " • --. * f • ' 

eol 1 aborati ve focus has been suggested." I must stress that the use of all 7 •:' 

'inter— organizational arrangement is,- in my-judgawnt, only one of many options 

availabl e to improve the conditions- of professional practice in Schools, 

colleges and 1 departments of ; education. In orde^to provide you with a way v 

to match your present situation with the proposed IOR intervention strategy/ 

I will review the over-arching. concerns in the .procedural model that seem : 

to be the best predictors of whether or not designing an IOR is an appropriate 

strategic choice- for you/ t 7 ' : 

The Presence of "Service* 1 as One of The Significant Missions in The ; ■■ - 
Institution of Higher Education -- . t " 7 ■ 

Publicly supported or state institutions of higher education are j + 

more likely -to have, as a part of their organizational, purposes service to 

particular educational constituencies In a geographic region than ire 

private institutions/ Because IQRs ^re most eat si ly designed around service 

delivery needs* they may be a more appropriate intervention strategy for 

public educational institutions, Ip addition, these organ iift|t#s have the 

legitimacy to appeal to state legislatures for support of the lORs programs 

and activities* 
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: V: > - 7\^ :, -ry^, / -v-,4 f -v : : s \ - : ^/oV ; -\,:/ V : 

: The AbiTity to Engage In Collaborative Decision-Making About7 ; : f M :\ ' 
- "IOR Policies and Programs ; y;. ^ - " . - ;; * # * .- •- • ■"•• V ^-'V^ '\ ' ■-" ^' : V- * 

;Decision% v about the v>prk r scope^or the proposed IDli that f would: allow ^ ; ^ \ 

; for *cpl la bora ti ye dectsioh-making are critical- Some instil tutions of : ?: ^j^^ 

higher erftiea 1; i op . rta v e : o f f i c i a 1 policies that consider decisions about academi 

matters {to be solely and exclusively an internal organizational Y prerog^t1v| 

./ .„ In fact, the presence of this condition Would prevent the University atimfni- 

strator fronl entering into an Agreement that may, for example/ Impact W the- 

content of academic Courses , as was pur experience i# the Maryland program, : / 

• ; . 2^ this event, the. fetation o v 

local schools would not - be an appropriate intervention strategy. "\ 

the ikillingness to Negotiate a Formal Agreement' About Collaborative 7 
Decision ^Making In The IOR • -' - . ; ~ "T " ~ " = 1 ; 

Inter-organizational relations hips /are ^most successful when. collaboration 
Is the focus of the interaction among participating organizations. Indeed, 
the collaborative process is influenced most importantly by the strength of 
the University's belief in the prdfessional value of school system input into- * 
the educational decision-making processes. The absence of such values and ^ : 

,---:v norms in the culture of the higher education institution (or the potential - 

, '<^-::'- ¥ - ■ ' • V.;-. ■ f . \ . 7 ' -• ' = V ' • 

for them) wriuld obviate the abilit^bf the University administrator to design 

an effective ,I1DR— one which would contribute to organizational renewal — 

^ activities . "7 ' 7 .. .. .' ■ v 

i ' ';\ * " ' \ . ■' ' V . , '■' V ■ . = 7:. -v .•*': v .*\ . = '*' 

" : The Direct Involvement of- The Top Administrator 1n The Planning : . 
and Design of The lt)R > * • v " " ^ 

.The University: administrator who plans an IOR must have a high position 

in the academic organization, In a college of education, for example s the 

Dean or Associate Dean is 'the most appropriate person to Initiate the IOR effort. 

• 7 v., -—-,.. ';; \ : ' it*-] ^ . 7;--- 
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& ■'■ Barbara ^A, -4 ritr i 1 -£ga top v -0< ^ y. r * ^> f " : : ^ 4-; - 1 6 

^:%^eWources^nd si^f#^ fusions and- activities-; 

a ^ VSecofid^^ nvolvement^f^the cDean, signals bo t h syn^to 11 c^l 3 y a neh opera 1 to na 1 ly 



to ^ f jai^tjra^ effort and the need for their 

" to parric 



^qoperatiqh^^ p 5 t he Dea ri who vha s the rfi riilj- 

jauthqH^ eorrornt the Col lege crf^ Education to a proposed inaie 

goal ^Qr-" tiie-IOR^ as* yel 5* to ti s e' t he a i Vv em en t oV that I OR goal ar a \ 
vehicl e ;for ^faculty devil opmertf Vnd ^rgah^^it^fe^e^wat , Thus, if ithe^V 
top Uni ve|si ty admini strator doe's -not have the tirte to be personally Involved 
wi th the /I OR , - then the' I OR .wi 1 1 not, become an effective intervention strategy. 
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_ ; • . Plann'inq an Ihter-Qrqanizational Relationship : 

. . ... ; . , - ■ ✓ ..." • • :- ' 

'•* • • Barbara A» Intril 1 gator , ^ : * 

^ University of Maryland - College: Park ! 

I . Deciding to Plan an IOR • , 

,# " A. Assessment of Resources * ; \ . v V 

5 - , - ■ 1 - External Resources \ * < \ ,• ■ 

t" ; '• ' a - Number and Type of Resource - Soureefe Available for the 108 

, ^ ^ Outside the Organization^ * v 

-/ ,r V, - . " "i ' . - '• V'* - : • y . ■ j -.■ ■ 1 „ v \,, 

b. Potential Resources Available .for the IOR Outside the -n, 
^ * i' . ^Organization ■■ ^ 

2> Internal Resources . - „ . . V - 

a. People,. Programs *a;nd Monies Available for Use fn the I OR 
^ ' b* _L^vel of fc Institutional Support - 
B.\ Assessment of The Cooperative Environment . , ^ ' 

1. "External Cooperative* Environment . 
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a* J Support for Inter-Organizational Arrangements External to the 
/ I OR/ Member Organization "V ' 

b. Legislated/Mandated Relationships vs;/Vbluritary Relationships 
Internal Cooperative Environment ' . . • 

a. Incentives For Participation in the IOR - 

b. Level in the Institution That Planning the IOR Takes Place 

c. ^Prior Institutional Participation in IORs . 

d • Other Institutional Arranganents With Each IOR Member Organization 

Agreement on a Superordinate Goal For The IOR / 

■i./ Initial Purpose(s) of Manber Organizations For Joining • 

b. Initial Purpese(s) of Representatives of Member Organizations 
For Joining , ... * 
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i;\ Barbara %A, Intriligator . \ i ' 20 

..." . -V:: v.*:. 1 .. . s . . 1 " . .. ." =■ = ■ ., . . .* . .,„•".•' 

- = " ? . * : . • " ' ' ''.*•'-• ....'*■. , 1 

* < : > - , ■■ / ; \ v - ' - ■ - * \ • ■ -\.-; - 

c* Awareness *of the Characteristics of Each Other Member 's 
V Organization (Goals, Services ^Resources } » * " * 

II* Designing the* IOR * « 

A.; Characteristics Of. The Itruffture Of The I0R / — ^' 

1 . Types of Coordinating Mechanisms 4 V 

2. Demographic Characteristics of Member .Organizations 

a . Structural Similarity " 

b. • Geographic Location ... * ^ \ . 

c. Size of The IOR . 1 " 

3. Avail abil ity of Resources for the IOR, : .- , " 

i a. ; Amount and Kind of Resources Prp v i d ed By Each Mem ber Or ga n 1 za 1 i on 

' b, Amount and Kind of Resources Provided To Each Member Organization 

By the I OR ; r V i ^ . 



Possibilities of Obtaining External Funds For Support of IOR 
Activities - 



B. Characteristics Of The Relationships In The IOR v n 

. 1- Involvement Of Individual Representative's Of IOR Member Organizations 
■■/.a..- Definition of Role B "* 

(1) Personal Role vs. Representational Role V * .. 

(2) Personal Agendas Of The Actors 

b. Reasons For Involvement In The IOR v 

(1) Initial Reasons For Participation In The IOR 

(2) Personal Commitment To The IOR ^rTd/or To IOR Functions 

2, Characteristics of The Interaction Processes In The IOR 

a. Formality (the extent to which official sanction has been 
given to the Interaction by each member organization) 
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b. The Inter-Organizational Exchange Process • I 

- (1) Standardization* (the fixedness of the exchange 7process) 

(2) Intensity (the amount of the resource investment) ■ v. 

(3) Reciprocity (the direction of the interactions) 

e. Patterns of Influence in the IOR ^ 

■-- , - ■ .. - * • •'• -, _■ . >•• - • >. . ■ ■ •-.■■=#•"-■ ■ * . ■ ■ -■ 

(1) Domain Consensus (agreement about the appropriate 
role and scope of each IOR member organization) 

.. . ' ' • ■ ••••• -VV-'' ".' " .' ..." ■•• ' 

(2) Power and Authority Issues ~* 
d. Levels or Stages of Interaction 

- 0) Multiplicity and Complexity of Ties - * 1 ' 

.' • (2) "Loose Coupling . . ' ! 

jfll . Outcomes of Planning the IOR , , 

A, Operational ization of IOR Functions and Activities \ 
B* Institutionalization of the Inter-Organizational Arrangement 
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